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I fully support Kabat's proposal to suppress Kaicher's Card Catalogue for

nomenciatural purposes. The main argument I would see against suppression would

be that the Card Catalogue is not a true publication and especially that it was not

intended to establish a permanent scientific record. However, that is, as already

pointed out by Kabat. something that may be regarded differently by different

researchers. Therefore, and especially in order not to have a number of inappropriate

lectotypes selected by inference of holotype, I urge the Commission to use its powers

to suppress the Card Catalogue for nomenciatural purposes.

Comment on the proposed conservation of the generic name Glomeris Latreille, 1802

(Diplopoda) and the specific name of Armadillo vulgaris Latreille. 1804 (Crustacea,

Isopoda), and the application for a ruling on the status of the name Armadillo

Latreille, 1802 (Crustacea, Isopoda)

(Case 2909; see BZN 52; 236-244; 53: 120-122)

Pekka T. Lehtinen

Zoological Museum, University of Turku. 20500 Turku, Finland

Reading the comments on the application to solve the problem of the name
Armadillo Latreille, 1802 I have the impression that the complicated history was not

carefully studied by those commenting (BZN 53: 120-122). In this case we are

not dealing with a simple situation of a much-used younger name and a less-used

older name, but with the synonymy of names for two taxa that are now placed in

different families.

I agree that the name Armadillo Latreille, 1802 has been much used in the sense of

Brandt ([1831]) for a group of woodlice in the family armadillidae Brandt in Brandt

& Ratzeburg, [1831]. However, Armadillo Latreille is actually a subjective synonym
of Armadillidium Brandt, [1831] (family armadillidiidae Brandt. 1833) (para. 12 of

the application), since Latreille"s (1802) and (1804) description of Armadillo was

based solely on specimens that are now called Armadillidium vulgare (Latreille, 1804).

The proposed (para. 14) type species Armadillo officinalis Dumeril, 1816 belongs in

Brandt's family armadillidae (see paras. 9 and 12 of the application), but was not

originally included and possibly not known to Latreille.

In placing Arnuidillidium on the Official List in 1928 (Opinion 104) with the type

species 'vulgare Latreille, 1804, armadillo Linnaeus, 1758" the Commission accepted

that Armadillidium was based on the original concept of Armadillo. Armadillidium

was withdrawn from the List in 1958 following recognition of unused earlier

synonyms of vulgare and armadillo as composite (para. 2 of the application).

I willingly support most suggestions to stabilize names which have been much
used, but the acceptance of two synonyms (Armadillo and Armadillidium) as the type

genera of different families would be confusing and not stabilizing. The only realistic

way to preserve Latreille's Armadillo would be to reject the younger (but very well

used) synonym Armadillidium. This equally confusing solution has never been

proposed.


